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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 18 February 2005 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding page 8, lines 6-24: The cited portion of 
Yamaguchi (US Patent 5,832,301) specifically states "[w]hen 
outputting image data stored in the memory to the digital color 
copier 1000, then image data is transferred to the color printer 
unit 300 via a color-digital-interface controller 790 to obtain 
a printer image'' [column 5, lines 23-26 of Yamaguchi] , Thus, 
image data is stored in a digital color copier and transferred 
to the color printer unit of said digital color copier. As is 
abundantly well-known in the art, printing grayscale levels 
using a digital printer requires halftone processing. Without 
halftone processing, the digital copier has no indication, via 
the appropriate digital data signals, of where to place each 
individual color dot used to form the halftone image. Thus the 
changed RIP data, before being printed by said digital color 
copier, must be halftone processed as a set of rendered gray 
level data in order to even have the possibility of being 
printed by said digital color copier. 

Yamaguchi specifically teaches that halftoning is used for 
the output data when printing on the physical medium. For 
example, in column 3, lines 36-64 of Yamaguchi, the precise 
manner in which the color printer unit 300 uses the 8-bit 
lighting level data to generate the printed output clearly 
describes and demonstrates that traditional halftone processing 
is indeed used, and thus the changed RIP data must inherently be 
halftone processed in order to be output. Thus, Yamaguchi 
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clearly supports that the changed RIP Data must inherently be 
subjected to a halftone process to generate halftone rendered 
gray level data. Further, not only does Yamaguchi support said 
inherency, but the inherency would have been clear to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention since 
halftone processing" is such an old and well-known technology. 
Additionally, even though Examiner has shown that Yamaguchi and 
the basic knowledge that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have had at the time of the invention both support said 
inherency. Applicant is respectfully requested to fully 
demonstrate how one would produce a printed output, using the 
digital color printer taught by Yamaguchi, without subjecting 
the changed RIP Data to a halftone process. 

Regarding page 8, line 26 to page 9, line 27: Applicant 
alleges on page 9, lines 8-11 of Applicant's arguments that 
""'[tlhe only rationale provided by the Examiner for combining the 
references consists of the statement in Hayashi that image 
quality correction circuit 4 6 ^performs an outline emphasis 
process for enhancing the clarity of the image or a softening 
process for reducing the stiffness of the image.' This does not 
serve as motivation to combine the references." Examiner 
responds that Applicant does not adequately explain why the 
cited passage from Hayashi (US Patent 5,790,282) is not an 
adequate motivation to combine Hayashi with Yamaguchi, Examiner 
must assume that Applicant is referring to the arguments 
regarding claims 14, 19, 24, 28, 33 and 38 since Applicant has 
not specified to which claims Applicant is referring. All of 
the limitations of claims 14, 19, 24, 28, 33 and 38 have been 
taught by either Yamaguchi directly, or by the modification of 
Yamaguchi according to the teachings of Hayashi. The motivation 
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to combine is found completely within the teachings of Hayashi . 
Thus, Examiner has clearly not used any form of impermissible 
hindsight reasoning. Applicant is respectfully reminded that it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a 
sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight 
reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge 
which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the 
claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge 
gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971) . 

Regarding page 9, line 28 to page 11, line 5: It has 
already been shown above in the section ''Regarding page 8, lines 
6-24" that Yamaguchi teaches subjecting the changed RIP Data to 
a halftone process to generate halftone rendered gray level 
data . 

Applicant argues on page 10, lines 19-20 that ''none of the 
stated processes in Hayashi are halftone processes to generate 
halftone rendered gray level data". Examiner responds initially 
that, since Applicant has not specifically stated to which 
claims the arguments are referring, Examiner must assume that 
Applicant is arguing with regard to the rejections of claims 14, 
19, 24, 28, 33 and 38 in the previous office action, dated 12 
November 2004. Claims 14, 19, 24, 28, 33 and 38 do not recite 
that said first halftone process and said second halftone 
process are specifically halftone processes to generate halftone 
rendered gray level data. The first halftone process and second 
halftone process taught by Hayashi are halftone processes since 
they are processes which modify halftone data, specifically CMYK 
separated color halftone data. Further, since CMYK separated 
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color halftone data is processed in Hayashi, then the result of 
the processing, would naturally be gray level data for each color 
separation. In fact, 

As discussed in detail in said previous office action, the 
fact that the halftone data has been processed by passing the 
CMYK halftone data successively through said image quality 
correction circuit and said gradation adjustment circuit creates 
the blending of the two halftone processes since factors from 
both operations have adjusted said CMYK halftone data before 
being sent to the output processor (figure 2(48) and column 5, 
lines 3-6 of Hayashi) , Examiner specifically stated that the 
CMYK halftone data is ''effectively blended'' [page 7, line 11 of 
said previous office action] . The word '"effectively" is defined 
as: (1) In an effective way. (2) For all practical purposes; in. 
effect (The American Heritage Dictionary of the English 
Language, fourth edition) . Examiner specifically used the word 
"effectively" since the two halftone processes produce a blended 
result when the second halftone process has finished processing 
the CMYK halftone data. In other words, the resultant effect of 
processing the CMYK halftone data with the two halftone 
processors is a blended halftone result. Further, Applicant is 
respectfully reminded that, although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, 
more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the 
United States . 

3. Claims 13, 18, 23, 27, 32 and 37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Yamaguchi (US Patent 
5, 832, 301) . 

Regarding claims 13 and 27: Yamaguchi discloses an 
apparatus (figure 1 and column 2, lines 32-44 of Yamaguchi) 
comprising a raster image processor (RIP) (figure 4 of 
Yamaguchi) to provide rasterized color separated (column 4, 
lines 40-42 of Yamaguchi) contone gray level image data (RIP 
Data) (column 7, lines 2-6 of Yamaguchi) ; and an image processor 
(figure 6(700) and column 5, lines 9-10 of Yamaguchi) for 
altering the RIP Data in accordance with an operator's 
adjustments (column 5, lines 16-20 of Yamaguchi), and subjecting 
the altered RIP Data to a halftone process to generate halftone 
rendered gray level data (column 5, lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi) . 
Since the resultant image data is output to a color printer unit 
to obtain a printed image (column 5, lines 23-37 of Yamaguchi), 
then the altered RIP Data must inherently be halftone processed 
to generate halftone rendered gray level data. Otherwise, it 
would not be possible to obtain a printed image. 

Regarding claim 18: Yamaguchi discloses rasterizing the 
input digital image into rasterized image data (RID) (column 7, 
lines 2-6 of Yamaguchi); separating the RID into separated 
rasterized contone gray level image data (column 7, lines 11-16 
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and column 3, lines 27-31 of Yamaguchi) ; altering the separated 
rasterized contone gray level image data in accordance with an 
operator's adjustments (column 5, lines 16-20 of Yamaguchi); and 
subjecting the altered rasterized image data to a halftone 
process to generate halftone rendered gray level data (column 5, 
lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi) • Since the resultant image data is 
output to a color printer unit to obtain a printed image (column 
5, lines 23-37 of Yamaguchi), then the altered RIP Data must 
inherently be halftone processed to generate halftone rendered 
gray level data. Otherwise, it would not be possible to obtain 
a printed image. 

Regarding claims 23 and 37: Yamaguchi discloses an 
apparatus (figure 1 and column 2, lines 32-44 of Yamaguchi) 
comprising a raster image processor (RIP) (figure 4 of 
Yamaguchi) to provide rasterized CMYK (column 3, lines 36-40 of 
Yamaguchi) image data (RIP Data) (column 7, lines 2-6 of 
Yamaguchi); and an image processor (figure 6(700) and column 5, 
lines 9-10 of Yamaguchi) for separating the RIP Data into 
separated CMYK image data (column 5, lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi), 
and altering the separated CMYK image data in accordance with an 
operator's adjustments (column 5, lines 16-20 of Yamaguchi), 
wherein the image processor subjects the altered RIP Data to a 
halftone process to generate halftone rendered gray level data 
(column 5, lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi) . The image data is 
originally scanned in and converted into CMYK image data (column 
36-40 of Yamaguchi) . The RIP data that is stored and altered 
according to the operator's adjustments (column 5, lines 16-20 
of Yamaguchi) is used for printing a color printed image (column 
5, lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi) . Therefore said image processor 
must inherently separate the RIP data into separated CMYK image 
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data in order to perform conversions (column 5, lines 16-20 of 
Yamaguchi) and transmit the data for printing (column 5, lines 
23-27 of Yamaguchi) . Otherwise, the image data will not be in a 
form that can be printed. Further, since the resultant image 
data is output to a color printer unit to obtain a printed image 
(column 5, lines 23-37 of Yamaguchi), then the altered RIP Data 
must inherently be halftone processed to generate halftone 
rendered gray level data. Otherwise, it would not be possible 
to obtain a printed image. 

Regarding claim 32: Yamaguchi discloses an apparatus 
(figure 1 and column 2, lines 32-44 of Yamaguchi) comprising a 
raster image processor (RIP) (figure 4 of Yamaguchi) to provide 
rasterized color separated (column 4, lines 40-42 of Yamaguchi) 
contone gray level image data (RIP Data) (column 7, lines 2-6 of 
Yamaguchi); and an image processor (figure 6(700) and column 5, 
lines 9-10 of Yamaguchi) for altering the RIP Data in accordance 
with an operator's adjustments (column 5, lines 16-20 of 
Yamaguchi), wherein the image processor subjects the altered RIP 
Data to a halftone process to generate halftone rendered gray 
level data (column 5, lines 23-27 of Yamaguchi) . Since the 
resultant image data is output to a color printer unit to obtain 
a printed image (column 5, lines 23-37 of Yamaguchi), then the 
altered RIP Data must inherently be halftone processed to 
generate halftone rendered gray level data. Otherwise, it would 
not be possible to obtain a printed image. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 

Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

5. Claims 14, 16, 19, 21, 24, 26, 28, 30, 33, 35 and 38 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamaguchi (US Patent 5,832,301) in view of Hayashi (US Patent 
5, 790, 282) . 

Regarding claims 14, 19, 24, 28, 33 and 38: Yamaguchi does 
-not disclose expressly that the image processor subjects the 
altered (or changed) image data to first and second halftone 
processes and then blends the respective outputs from the first 
and second halftone processes to provide a blended output. In 
claims 14, 28 and 33, said image data is RIP Data. In claim 19, 
said image data is separated rasterized contone gray level image 
data. In claims 24 and 38, said image data is separated CMYK 
image data. The image data is operated upon in claims 14, 19, 
24, 28, 33 and 38 in the same way. The image data that is input 
has already been discussed in the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§102 (b), listed above in items 2-3. 

Hayashi discloses subjecting image data to a first halftone 
process (figure 2(46) and column 4, lines 63-67 of Hayashi) and 
a second halftone process (figure 2(47) and column 4, line 67 to 
column 5, line 3 of Hayashi), and then blending the respective 
outputs from said first and second halftone processes to provide 
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a blended output (figure 2(48) and column 5, lines 3-6 of 
Hayashi) . The image data is saturation adjusted by the color 
correction circuit (figure 2(43) and column 5, lines 18-20 of 
Hayashi) . Said image data is then sent through two halftone 
processing devices. Said devices are the image quality 
correction circuit (figure 2(46) and column 4, lines 63-67 of 
Hayashi) and the gradation adjustment circuit (figure 2(47) and 
column Af line 67 to column 5, line 3 of Hayashi) . Since the 
CMYK halftone data is processed by passing said CMYK halftone 
data successively through said image quality correction circuit 
and said gradation adjustment circuit, said CMYK halftone data 
is effectively blended since factors from both operations have 
adjusted said CMYK halftone data before being sent to the output 
processor (figure 2(48) and column 5, lines 3-6 of Hayashi). 

Yamaguchi and Hayashi are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely halftoning and image 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to perform the 
two halftone processes and the blending process taught by 
Hayashi to the image data with the image processor taught by 
Yamaguchi. The motivation for doing so would have been that 
both halftone operations improve the overall quality of the 
resultant image (column 4, lines 65-67 and column 5, lines 1-3 
of Hayashi). Therefore, it would, have been obvious to combine 
Hayashi with Yamaguchi to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 14, 19, 24, 28, 33 and 38. 

Regarding claims 16, 21, 26, 30 and 35: Yamaguchi does not 
disclose expressly that the image data is recorded on a 
recording surface as a color separation image, and plural color 
separation images are recorded and eventually transferred to a 
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receiver sheet in superposed registered relationship to form a 
processed color image. In claims 16, 30 and 35, said image data 
is RIP Data. In claim 21, said image data is separated 
rasterized contone gray level image data. In claim 26, said 
image data is separated CMYK image data. The image data is 
operated upon in claims 16, 21, 26, 30 and 35 in the same way. 
The image data that is input has already been discussed in the 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) , listed above in items 7-8. 

Hayashi discloses that image data is recorded on a 
recording surface (column 3, lines 35-54 of Hayashi) as a color 
separation image (column 3, lines 33-34 and lines 60-67 of 
Hayashi), and plural color separation images are recorded and 
eventually transferred to a receiver sheet in superposed 
registered relationship (column 3, lines 54-59 of Hayashi) to 
form a process color image (column 3, lines 60-67 of Hayashi) . 

Yamaguchi and Hayashi are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely halftoning and image 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to print an 
image and plural color separation images on a receiver sheet in 
superposed registered relationship, as taught by Hayashi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide an output for 
the resultant color image (column 3, lines 33-34 of Hayashi) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hayashi with 
Yamaguchi to obtain the invention as specified in claims 16, 21, 
26, 30 and 35. 
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6. Claims 15, 20, 25, 29, 34 and 39 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamaguchi (US Patent 
5,832,301) in view of Hayashi (US Patent 5,790,282) and Miller 
(US Patent 5, 731, 823) . 

Regarding claims 15, 20, 25, 29, 34 and 39: Yamaguchi does 
not disclose expressly that the image processor modifies the 
blended output into a binary file and subjects the binary image 
file to an edge enhancement process to reduce the jaggedness in 
the image. 

Hayashi discloses modifying the blended output into a 
binary image file. After the image data is processed, said 
image data is sent to the output control circuit, which then 
generates the signals needed to output said image data (column 
5, lines 1-6 of Hayashi). In order to output said image data 
after processing, the creation of a binary image file for the 
output in some form, whether on a hard drive, in RAM, et cetera, 
is inherently required. Otherwise, there would no longer be any 
data to access for the purpose of output. 

Yamaguchi and Hayashi are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor, namely halftoning and image 
processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to take the 
output of the blending operation and modify said output into a 
binary image file, as taught by Hayashi. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to have the binary data with which to 
produce an output signal for the printer (column 5, lines 4-6 of 
Hayashi) , Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Hayashi with Yamaguchi. 
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Yamaguchi in view of Hayashi does not disclose expressly 
that the image processor subjects the binary image file to an 
edge enhancement process to reduce jaggedness in the image. 

Miller discloses subjecting the binary image file to an 
edge enhancement process to reduce jaggedness in the image 
(column 9, lines 50-52 of Miller) . 

Yamaguchi in view of Hayashi is combinable with Miller 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
halftoning and image processing. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to enhance the edges in the binary image file, thus reducing 
the jaggedness in the image. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to enhance the edge definition in the image (column 9, 
lines 51-52 of Miller) . Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Miller with Yamaguchi in view of Hayashi to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 15, 20, 25, 29, 34 and 39, 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL, See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1 . 136 (a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1,136 (a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571-272-7437, The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http: //pair-direct ,uspto, gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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Examiner 

Art Unit 2624 
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